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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared in accordance with
relevant provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended, and the
CEQA Guidelines, as revised. This IS/MND evaluates the environmental effects of the Gopher Canyon
Water Pipeline Improvement Project (project). The project site is located within the Rainbow Municipal
Water District (District) service area in the unincorporated community of Bonsall in the County of San
Diego. The District is the lead agency for the proposed project. The IS/MND includes the following
components:

e A Draft MND and the formal findings made by the District that the project would not result in
significant effects on the environment, as identified in the IS Checklist.

e Adetailed Project Description.

e The CEQA IS Checklist, which provides standards to evaluate the potential for significant
environmental impacts from the proposed project, is adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. The project is evaluated in 20 environmental issue categories to determine whether
the project’s environmental impacts would be significant in any category. Brief discussions are
provided that further substantiate the project’s anticipated environmental impacts in each
category.

Because the proposed project fits into the definition of a “project” under Public Resources Code

Section 21065 requiring discretionary approval by the District and because it could result in a significant
effect on the environment, the project is subject to CEQA review. The IS Checklist was prepared to
determine the appropriate environmental document to satisfy CEQA requirements: an Environmental
Impact Report, an MND, or a Negative Declaration. The analysis in this IS Checklist supports the
conclusion that the project would not result in significant environmental impacts with the incorporation
of mitigation measures; therefore, an MND has been prepared.

This IS/MND will be circulated for 30 days for public and agency review, during which time individuals
and agencies may submit comments on the adequacy of the environmental review. Following the public
review period, the District will consider any comments received on the IS/MND when deciding whether
to adopt the MIND.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Project

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project

2.2 Lead Agency

Rainbow Municipal Water District

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
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2.3 Contact Person and Phone

Chad Williams, Acting District Engineer
Rainbow Municipal Water District
(760) 728-1178 ext. 114

24 Project Location

The proposed project is located in the unincorporated community of Bonsall, west of Interstate 15 and
approximately 12 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean in northwest San Diego County, California
(Figure 1, Regional Location). More specifically, the project sites are located within the roadways of
Disney Lane, Gopher Canyon Road, Integrity Court, and Margale Lane (Figure 2, Project Vicinity [Aerial
Photographj).

25 General Plan Designations

Public Agency Lands, Public/Semi-Public Facilities, Semi-Rural Residential (SR-10)

2.6 Zoning

Rural Residential, Residential - Variable

2.7 Project Description

The pipelines along Gopher Canyon Road and Integrity Court are fragmented and have several dead
ends which inhibit flow between the Gopher Canyon Tank and the Turner Tank. In addition, the
1,340-foot stretch of 4-inch and 6-inch pipeline between Margale Lane and Disney Lane, north of
Gopher Canyon Road, was constructed in 1960 in an easement which is very difficult to access for
repairs and maintenance.

The project proposed by the District includes several pipeline improvements that remedy looping issues
by connecting dead ends along Integrity Court and Gopher Canyon Road. The Disney Lane component
would connect the pipelines along Gopher Canyon Road between Margale Lane and Disney Lane. Also,
the fire hydrants, meters, and private water laterals which are currently connected to the pipeline in the
easement that is difficult to access would be relocated to Gopher Canyon Road. The 4-inch and 6-inch
pipeline would be abandoned and the portion of the pipeline currently in the roadway along Margale
Lane would be replaced with 8-inch high pressure polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe which is not vulnerable
to corrosion.

The proposed project includes the construction of three pipeline improvement components: Integrity
Court (1,068 feet of 8-inch polyvinyl chloride [PVC] pipeline connecting two existing pipelines to create a
single looped pipeline); Gopher Canyon Road Sections 1 and 2 (comprising the addition of a total of
2,125 feet of 8-inch PVC pipeline in two separate sections of pipeline within the public right-of-way that
will connect existing pipelines, creating a single looped pipeline); replacement of 550 feet of pipeline
between Disney Lane and Margale Lane and the addition of 287 feet of pipeline within the paved
section of Margale Lane; and replacement of 300 feet of pipeline in Margale Lane; and Disney Lane
(addition of 1,363 feet of 12-inch PVC pipeline; Figures 3a through 3e, Site Photos). The work for the
Disney Lane component also includes the installation of valves, fire hydrants, air release and vacuum

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
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relief assemblies, blow off assemblies, relocation of water meters, constructing private service laterals,
abandoning old pipelines, reestablishing survey monuments, and tying into existing water mains.

Construction of the proposed project would occur within the existing roadway rights-of-way (ROW) and
adjacent disturbed areas. Ground disturbing activities would occur in previously graded and disturbed
areas and would be limited to relatively shallow depths (no greater than five feet). Construction
equipment would include an excavator, dump truck, pump, and loader. Construction could temporarily
block portions (e.g., up to one lane at a time) of Gopher Canyon Road, Margale Lane, and Integrity
Court. Project construction would occur during daylight hours and no lighting would be required.
Following construction, all materials associated with construction would be removed and the project
sites would be returned to their original condition. Construction is anticipated to be completed in 2021.

2.8 Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The proposed project is located within the unincorporated community of Bonsall. Bonsall is a rural
community in the foothills of the Peninsular Mountain Range in northern San Diego County. Local
topography is characterized by hills and valleys. Development in the area is predominantly low density,
estate-type residential, with agricultural uses occupying the majority of the land use. The project sites
are composed entirely of existing paved roads. The surrounding area includes rural residential
development, non-native vegetation, and agricultural uses. Undisturbed, native vegetation communities
consisting of southern riparian forest located to the southwest of the Disney Lane pipeline and Diegan
coastal sage scrub to the west of the Integrity Court pipeline also occur in the project area.

The Integrity Court pipeline is located within the roadway of Integrity Court between Protea Vista
Terrace and Protea Vista Road (Figure 4a, Preliminary Alignment Plan — Integrity Court). The area
surrounding the Integrity Court segment includes modern, estate-style residences with landscaped
vegetation along the street and Diegan coastal sage scrub located to the west.

The Disney Lane segments consists of two pipelines located within Gopher Canyon Road between Disney
Lane and within Margale Lane and along Margale Lane and the southern portion of the adjacent
residence (Figure 4b, Preliminary Alignment Plan — Disney Lane; 4c, Preliminary Alignment Plan —
Margale Lane). The area surrounding the Disney Lane segment within Gopher Canyon Road is
characterized by rural residential development to the north, agricultural uses consisting of citrus
orchards to the south, and southern riparian forest to the southwest. The area surrounding the Disney
Lane segment within Margale Lane is characterized by rural residential development and landscaped
vegetation to the north and south with agricultural uses and greenhouses to the east.

The Gopher Canyon Road (Sections 1 and 2) segments consists of two pipelines are located within
Gopher Canyon Road between Reza Court and Valley of the King Road and between Avohill Drive and

El Paseo (Figure 4d, Preliminary Alignment Plan — Gopher Canyon Road [Section 1]; Figure 4e,
Preliminary Alignment Plan — Gopher Canyon Road [Section 2]). The Gopher Canyon Road Section 1 is
surrounded by agricultural uses including citrus orchards to the south, rural residential developments to
the north, and disturbed southern willow scrub to the southwest. The Gopher Canyon Road Section 2 is
surrounded by non-native vegetation and greenhouses to the north, avocado orchards to the south, and
Diegan coastal sage scrub to the southwest.

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 3






3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts which may result from the proposed project.
For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and
answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the project’s short-term impacts (i.e., construction-related), and its operational or day-to-day
impacts. For each question, there are four possible responses. They include:

1. No Impact. Future development arising from the project’s implementation will not have any
measurable environmental impact on the environment and no additional analysis is required.

2. Less Than Significant Impact. The development associated with project implementation will have the
potential to impact the environment; these impacts, however, will be less than the levels or
thresholds that are considered significant, and no additional analysis is required.

3. Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The development will have the potential to generate
impacts which may be considered as a significant effect on the environment, although mitigation
measures or changes to the project’s physical or operational characteristics can reduce these
impacts to levels that are less than significant.

4. Potentially Significant Impact. Future implementation will have impacts that are considered
significant, and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce
these impacts to less than significant levels.

3.1 Aesthetics

ZE | ZEEL gk 8
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Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] [ ]
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, ] ] ] [
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?
c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual ] ] [ ]
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings?
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely ] ] [ ]
affect day or nighttime views in the area?
Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
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a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. A scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive view of a
highly valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. The project sites are composed of existing
paved roads within rural residential development, with a General Plan land use designation of Semi-
Rural Residential and Public/Semi-Public Facilities (County of San Diego [County] 2011a). The San
Marcos Mountains, located approximately one mile south of the project sites, are an important visual
landmark for the community of Bonsall (County 2011a). Gopher Canyon Road is a County-designated
scenic road for the rural mountain views it provides (County 2011b). Views of the hillsides are available
to vehicular passengers and pedestrians traveling along Gopher Canyon Road.

Construction activities would involve the presence of construction equipment, fencing/signage, and
vehicles; however, the presence of construction equipment would be temporary. Project-related effects
on scenic vistas would be both minimal and temporary as they would only occur during construction.
Upon completion of construction, the proposed pipelines would be underground and would have no
impact on scenic vistas. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to
scenic vistas.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. Highway 76, located approximately three miles northwest of the project sites, is listed by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as an Eligible State Scenic Highway, but is not
officially designated (Caltrans 2018). As described above, impacts to visual resources would be minimal
and temporary and confined to construction activities. Due to topography and distance, the project
would likely not be visible from the highway. Therefore, the project would not damage scenic resources
within a state scenic highway, and no impacts would occur.

c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The existing visual quality of the site is considered high due to the scenic
rural landscape. During the construction period, the presence of construction vehicles and equipment
would result in short-term visual effects to the project sites and their surroundings. Due to the short-
term nature of these potential effects, however, impacts related to existing visual character or quality of
the sites and surrounding areas would be less than significant during construction. Upon project
completion, all materials associated with construction would be removed and the roads and
surrounding areas would be restored to their original condition. Therefore, impacts related to existing
visual character or quality of the sites and surrounding areas would remain less than significant upon
project completion.

e. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
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No Impact. The proposed project involves underground pipelines that would not be visible and would
not require any associated lighting. As noted in the Project Description, project construction would
occur during daylight hours, during which time no lighting would be required. No impacts associated
with light or glare would occur as a result of project implementation.

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
=g Z gL ct S
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Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of ] ] ] [
Statewide Importance as depicted on maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act ] ] ] [ ]
Contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as ] ] ] [
defined in Public Resources Code 12220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?
d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non- ] ] ] |
forest use?
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to ] ] ] |
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as depicted on
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency?

No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation’s Important Farmland Finder, the
undeveloped land located south of Margale Lane is designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance
(California Department of Conservation [CDC] 2012). However, the project improvements would occur
within the existing roadway ROW and would not affect the agricultural resource area. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in the conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural use.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract?

No Impact. There are no Williamson Act contracts in the project vicinity (CDC 2013). Implementation of
the proposed project would involve the installation of underground pipelines and would not result in
conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use. No associated impacts would occur.

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
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c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The project site is not designated or zoned for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned
Timberland Production. Therefore, implementation of the project would not conflict with existing zoning
for such lands, and no impact would occur.

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. As previously stated, the project site is not located in an area designated as forest land.
Accordingly, project implementation would not convert forest land to non-forest use, and no impact
would occur.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. There are no agricultural operations or timberland production operations within the project
site or vicinity. The project does not propose changes that could result in conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur.

. .
3.3 Air Quality
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Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

O
O
O
[ |

b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria ] ] [ ]
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? ] ] [ ]

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely ] ] [ ]
affecting a substantial number of people?

The following discussion is based on air emissions calculations and modeling prepared by HELIX
Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2020a). The output worksheets are included as Appendix A to this
IS/MND.

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No Impact. The proposed project is located within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). Air quality in the
SDAB is regulated by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). The SDAPCD is the
government agency that regulates sources of air pollution within the County. Currently, the SDAB is in
“non-attainment” status for criteria pollutants ozone (0s3), 10-micron or less particulate matter (PMio),

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
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and 2.5-micron or less particulate matter (PM.s). The SDAPCD developed a Regional Air Quality Strategy
(RAQS), the applicable air quality plan, to provide control measures to achieve attainment status for
these criteria pollutants. The RAQS relies on information from the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), including mobile and area source emissions
and information regarding projecting growth in the County, to project future emissions and then
determine strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions through regulatory controls. The CARB
mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are based on population and
vehicle trends and land use plans developed by the cities and the County. Projects that propose
development that are consistent with the growth anticipated by the County’s General Plan are therefore
consistent with the RAQS. The project would not result in a significant air quality impact from
operational activity, as described further in Item lll.b. Moreover, the proposed project does not include
growth-generating components. As such, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and
would be consistent with the RAQS. No impact would occur.

b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Less Than Significant Impact. Air quality is defined by ambient air concentrations of six specific
pollutants identified by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to be of concern
with respect to health and welfare of the general public. These pollutants include ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide, PM1g, PM,s, sulfur dioxide, and lead. Air pollutants generated by the
proposed project would be emissions associated with temporary construction activities.

Construction

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in air pollutant and dust
emissions generated primarily from construction equipment exhaust, earth disturbance/excavation, and
construction worker vehicle trips. Construction emissions were calculated using the South Coast Air
Quality Control District’s California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) emissions inventory model.
Detailed construction emissions assumptions and CalEEMod inputs and outputs are provided in
Appendix A.

Table 1, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, provides a summary of the daily construction
emission estimates. The maximum daily emissions are provided for each individual activity, as well as a
total amount of emissions that assumes all activities would overlap concurrently. Screening thresholds
established by the SDAPCD have been used based on SDAPCD Rules 20.2 and 20.3 Air Quality Impact
Analysis (AQIA) trigger levels for new or modified stationary sources to determine significance for air
emissions impacts.

Screening thresholds established by the SDAPCD have been used based on SDAPCD Rules 20.2 and 20.3
Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA) trigger levels for new or modified stationary sources to determine
significance for air emissions impacts. According to Rules 20.2 and 20.3, if these incremental levels are
exceeded, an AQIA must be conducted to demonstrate that the project would not cause or contribute to
a violation of an air quality standard. For CEQA purposes, these screening-level thresholds can be used
to demonstrate that a project’s emissions would not result in a significant impact to air quality. Because
the AQIA thresholds do not address reactive organic gases (ROG), the screening-level for ROG used in
this analysis has been adopted from the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance. For PM;s, the
USEPA’s “Final Clean Air Rule to Implement the Fine Particle National Ambient Air Quality Standards”
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recommends a significance threshold of 10 tons per year, which equates to 55 pounds per day. The

screening level thresholds are included in Table 1.

Table 1
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
(pounds/day)
Activity ROG NOX co SOX PMjo PM, s

Trenching <1 4 4 <1 <1 <1
Pipeline Installation <1 8 10 <1 <1 <1
Maximum Daily Emissions 1 12 14 <1 <1 <1
Screening Level Threshold 75 250 550 250 100 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Note: The results represent the maximum daily emissions for each activity, rounded to the nearest whole number

(see Appendix A).

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOyx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides;

PMjo = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM; s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in
diameter

As shown in the table, none of the criteria pollutant emissions would exceed the respective screening

thresholds. Thus, construction-related air quality impacts would be less than significant.

Sensitive receptors, including adjacent residents along portions of Gopher Canyon Road, Margale Lane,

and Integrity Court, would be exposed to particulate matter (fugitive dust) emissions during the

construction period. This would be a temporary construction impact, which would exist on a short-term

basis during, and would cease upon completion of, construction. To reduce the effects to sensitive

receptors, the project would comply with all applicable SDAPCD Rules and Regulations, including Rule 55

related to fugitive dust emissions, as a matter of project design. Rule 55 requires the following:

1. No person shall engage in construction or demolition activity in a manner that discharges visible

dust emissions into the atmosphere beyond the property line for a period or periods
aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute period; and

Visible roadway dust as a result of active operations, spillage from transport trucks, erosion, or
track-out/carry-out shall be minimized by the use of any of the equally effective track-out/carry-
out and erosion control measures listed in Rule 55 that apply to the project or operation. These
measures include: track-out grates or gravel beds at each egress point; wheel-washing at each
egress during muddy conditions; soil binders, chemical soil stabilizers, geotextiles, mulching, or
seeding; watering for dust control; and using secured tarps or cargo covering, watering, or
treating of transported material for outbound transport trucks. Erosion control measures must
be removed at the conclusion of each work day when active operations cease, or every 24 hours
for continuous operations.

Operations

Following the construction of the project, activities on site would be limited to routine maintenance.
Thus, operations-related air quality impacts would be less than significant. Based on the foregoing,
criteria pollutant emission impacts from project construction and operations would be less than
significant.
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c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive populations (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or
chronically ill people) are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the general
population. Sensitive receptors in the project vicinity include nearby single-family residences. As
discussed above in Item IIl.b, the project would not generate substantial concentrations of criteria
pollutants. Diesel exhaust particulate matter would be emitted from heavy equipment used during
project construction, however. Diesel exhaust particulate matter in California is known to contain
carcinogenic compounds. The risks associated with carcinogenic effects are typically evaluated based on
a lifetime of chronic exposure (i.e., 24 hours per day, 365 days per year for 70 years). Because emissions
of diesel exhaust would be temporary and short-term, construction of the project would not result in
long-term chronic lifetime exposure to diesel exhaust from heavy equipment. In addition, diesel
emissions control measures would be implemented during project construction as project design
features that would require the construction fleet to use any combination of diesel catalytic converters,
diesel oxidation catalysts, diesel particulate filters CARB/USEPA Engine Certification Tier 3 equipment, or
other equivalent methods approved by CARB. Therefore, air quality impacts related to the exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be less than significant.

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project could produce odors during construction activities
resulting from heavy diesel equipment exhaust and application of asphalt; however, standard
construction practices would minimize the odor emissions and their associated impacts. Odors emitted
during construction would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature, and would cease upon
the completion of construction. The proposed project would install underground pipelines and
associated infrastructure, which would not generate odors during operation. Therefore, odor impacts
would be less than significant.

3.4 Biological Resources
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Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat ] [ ] ]
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other ] ] ] [
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as ] [ ] ]
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or ] ] ] [
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological ] ] ] [
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, ] ] ] [ ]
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

A Biological Resources Letter Report (BLR) for the project was prepared by HELIX (2020b) to document
the biological conditions within the project study area, identify the potential for sensitive resources to
occur within the study area, and evaluate the potential for project impacts. The results and conclusions
of the survey and report are summarized herein, and the report is included as Appendix B to this
IS/MND.

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The BLR prepared for the proposed project included general
biological surveys and a thorough review of relevant maps, databases, and literature pertaining to
biological resources known to occur within the project vicinity. The project sites are composed entirely
of existing paved roads. The surrounding area is primarily composed of rural residential development
made up of private residences, non-native vegetation, and orchard. Undisturbed, native vegetation
communities consisting of southern riparian forest located to the southwest of the Disney Lane pipeline
and Diegan coastal sage scrub to the west of the Integrity Court pipeline occur outside the project area.

Plant Species

Special-status plant species are those listed as federally threatened or endangered by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS); State listed as threatened or endangered or considered sensitive by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); and/or, are California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS)
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) List 1A, 1B, or 2 species, as recognized in the CNPS’ Inventory of Rare
and Endangered Vascular Plants of California and consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. No special-status
plant species were observed during the survey; none have a high or moderate potential to occur. All
project sites are situated entirely within developed land, which has eliminated the potential for special-
status plant species to occur within the project sites.
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Animal Species

Special-status animal species are those listed as threatened or endangered, proposed for listing, or
candidates for listing by the USFWS and considered sensitive animals by the CDFW. No special-status
animals were observed during the biological survey. Furthermore, no special-status animal species are
likely to reside or use the project sites as breeding habitat due to the lack of suitable habitat and
developed and disturbed nature of the sites and surrounding lands.

Four special-status animals species have a moderate to high potential to occur outside of the project
disturbance area within coastal sage scrub habitat that occurs east and west of the Integrity Court
pipeline: southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens), which is a state
watch list species, coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), which is a federally
threatened species and state species of special concern, coastal whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri),
which is a state species of special concern, and red diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber), which is a state
species of special concern. Disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub southwest of Gopher Canyon Road
Section 2 is too small, disturbed, and fragmented to support sensitive species. In addition, least Bell’s
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), which is a federally and state endangered species, has a high potential to
occur within off site southern riparian forest habitat that occurs southwest of Disney Lane and northeast
of Gopher Canyon Road Section 2. The potential for these species to utilize the off-site habitat is
moderate to high because of the overall quality of the habitat. However, it is not possible for these
species to utilize any of the project sites for breeding or foraging as none of the project sites contain
suitable habitat since they are all within roadway ROWs.

Nesting Birds

If avoidance measures are not in place, the project could result in significant indirect impacts to bird
species, including several sensitive bird species, such as the least Bell’s vireo, coastal California
gnatcatcher, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, and tree-nesting raptors, in the event they
are found to be nesting on or within 500 feet of project construction. Because all project sites are
located within existing asphalt roadways and no vegetation removal is proposed, no direct impacts are
expected to occur to bird species. Direct and indirect impacts to coastal whiptail and red diamond
rattlesnake are also not expected due to the extremely small project footprint and availability of higher
quality habitat in the surrounding area.

The project is required to comply with the regulations and guidelines of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and California Fish and Game (CFG) Code. As such, the project must ensure no direct or indirect
impacts to nesting birds, tree-nesting raptors, and sensitive bird species. Implementation of mitigation
measure BIO-1 would reduce impacts to below a level of significance by ensuring that no indirect
impacts occur to nesting birds, tree-nesting raptors, and southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
during project construction.

BIO-1 Pre-Construction Nesting Bird Survey and Avoidance. Project clearing, grubbing, and
grading shall avoid the avian breeding season (February 15 to September 15) and shall occur
within the non-breeding season (September 16 to February 14) to ensure no direct and
indirect impacts to nesting birds and raptors, including sensitive species such as the
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow. Should clearing, grubbing, and/or grading be
necessary within the avian breeding season, the project would be required to comply with
the regulations and guidelines of the MBTA and CFG Code, including completion of a pre-
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construction survey conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active bird nests are
present in the affected areas. If there are no nesting birds (includes nest building or other
breeding/nesting behavior) within this area, then clearing, grubbing, and grading shall be
allowed to proceed. If active nests or nesting birds are observed within the area, the
biologist shall flag the active nests and construction activities shall avoid active nests until
nesting behavior has ceased, nests have failed, or young have fledged.

Coastal California gnatcatcher

Direct impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are not expected due to the fact that no direct
impacts would occur to suitable habitat for either of these species. However, these species have the
potential to nest off site, within 500 feet of project construction. Suitable nesting habitat for the coastal
California gnatcatcher occurs within 500 feet of the Integrity Court segment. The project has been
specifically designed to avoid sensitive resources and habitats and would be implemented entirely
within developed land. Nevertheless, if avoidance measures are not in place, then project construction
of the Integrity Court segment could result in potential significant noise-related indirect impacts on the
coastal California gnatcatcher, if breeding individuals become displaced from their nests and fail to
breed. The following mitigation measure would ensure that potential indirect impacts on the coastal
California gnatcatcher are avoided during construction of the Integrity Court segment.

BIO-2 Pre-Construction Coastal California Gnatcatcher Surveys and Noise Attenuation. Project
clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities associated with the Integrity
Court segment shall avoid the coastal California gnatcatcher breeding season (March 15 to
June 30) and shall occur within the non-breeding season (July 1 to March 14). Should
clearing, grubbing, and/or grading be necessary within the coastal California gnatcatcher
breeding season (March 15 to June 30), no project work shall occur until the following
requirements have been met:

A. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Federal Endangered Species Act Section
10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit) shall survey appropriate habitat (coastal sage scrub)
areas within the off- site lands that would be subject to construction noise levels
exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average for the presence of the coastal California
gnatcatcher. Surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher shall be conducted within
suitable habitat pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the
USFWS within the breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction.

I. If gnatcatchers are present within the off-site lands, then no construction
activities shall occur that would result in noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) at the
edge of occupied gnatcatcher habitat within the off-site lands. If construction
noise would exceed 60 dB(A) or existing noise levels, then noise attenuation
measures (e.g., sounds walls, blankets, etc.) shall be implemented to reduce
construction noise levels, as demonstrated through noise monitoring. If noise
attenuation and monitoring demonstrate that construction noise cannot be
reduced below 60 dB(A) or to existing levels, then the associated construction
activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved
or until the end of the breeding season (June 30).
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Il. If gnatcatchers are not detected within the off-site lands, then the qualified
biologist shall submit substantial evidence concluding that no impacts to this
species are anticipated and no mitigation measures would be necessary.

Least Bell’s vireo

Direct impacts to the least Bell’s vireo are not expected due to the fact that no direct impacts would
occur to suitable habitat for this species. However, this species has the potential to nest off site, within
500 feet of project construction. Suitable nesting habitat for the least Bell’s vireo occurs within 500 feet
of the Disney Lane and Gopher Canyon Road Section 2 segments. As previously stated, all project
components are located entirely within developed land. Nevertheless, if avoidance measures are not in
place, then project construction of Disney Lane and Gopher Canyon Road Section 2 segments could
result in potential significant noise-related indirect impacts on the least Bell’s vireo, if breeding
individuals become displaced from their nests and fail to breed. The following mitigation measure would
ensure that potential indirect impacts on the least Bell’s vireo are avoided during construction of the
Disney Lane and Gopher Canyon Road Section 2 segments.

BIO-3 Pre-Construction Least Bell’s Vireo Surveys and Noise Attenuation. Project clearing,
grubbing, grading, or other construction activities associated with the Disney Lane and
Gopher Canyon Road Section 2 segments, shall avoid the least Bell’s vireo breeding season
(March 15 to September 15) and shall occur during the non-breeding season (September 16
to March 14). Should clearing, grubbing, and/or grading be necessary within the least Bell’s
vireo breeding season (March 15 to September 15), no project work shall occur until the
following requirements have been met:

A. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Federal Endangered Species Act Section
10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit) shall survey appropriate habitat (southern riparian
forest) areas within the off-site lands that would be subject to construction noise
levels exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average for the presence of the least Bell’s vireo.
Surveys for the least Bell’s vireo shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey
guidelines established by the USFWS within the breeding season prior to the
commencement of construction. If the least Bell’s vireo is present, then the
following conditions must be met:

I. If least Bell’s vireo are present within the off-site lands, then no construction
activities shall occur that would result in noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) at the
edge of occupied vireo habitat within the off-site lands. If construction noise
would exceed 60 dB(A) or existing noise levels, then noise attenuation measures
(e.g., sounds walls, blankets, etc.) shall be implemented to reduce construction
noise levels, as demonstrated through noise monitoring. If noise attenuation
and monitoring demonstrate that construction noise cannot be reduced below
60 dB(A) or to existing levels, then the associated construction activities shall
cease until such time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the
end of the breeding season (September 15).

II. If vireo are not detected within the off-site lands, then the qualified biologist
shall submit substantial evidence concluding that no impacts to this species are
anticipated and no mitigation measures would be necessary.
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Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 would ensure that the project would have
no substantial adverse effect on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW and USFWS. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The proposed project development would be entirely restricted to existing roads and
developed areas. Since all project components are located within developed land, no impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities would result from the project (HELIX 2020b). Therefore, the project
would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The BLR included a basic wetland delineation to identify and
map any water and wetland resources potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA); RWQCB jurisdiction pursuant to
Section 401 of the CWA and State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act; and CDFW jurisdiction
pursuant to Sections 1600 et seq. of the CFG Code. Potentially jurisdictional roadside ditches were
identified parallel Gopher Canyon Road Sections 1 and 2. These roadside ditches were specifically
constructed to transport runoff and stormwater but could meet the minimum requirements to be
considered jurisdictional waters by the RWQCB and CDFW.

The proposed project would be developed within existing developed land and no federally-protected
wetlands as defined by CWA Section 404 occur within any of the proposed project sites. Jurisdictional
and potentially jurisdictional features could be inadvertently impacted by the project. Implementation
of mitigation measure BIO-4 would ensure that the project would have no substantial adverse effect on
federally-protected wetlands.

BIO-4 Sensitive Habitat and Jurisdictional Area Avoidance. Environmentally sensitive areas along
Gopher Canyon Road Sections 1 and 2, such as sensitive habitats and potentially
jurisdictional areas, will be clearly identified on all final construction and grading plans in
order to prevent inadvertent impacts. The sensitive habitats include Diegan coastal sage
scrub (including disturbed), disturbed freshwater marsh, southern riparian forest (including
disturbed), disturbed southern willow scrub, as depicted on Figures 7a through 7d of the
project’s biological report (Appendix B). The potentially jurisdictional areas include man-
made roadside ditches, as depicted on Figures 7a and 7b of the project’s biological report
(Appendix B). The plans must state that no construction activities, materials, equipment, or
personnel shall be permitted within sensitive habitats or potentially jurisdictional areas
during project construction. In addition, plans will state that all construction activities,
materials, equipment, and personnel must remain within existing roadways during project
construction.
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d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact. The proposed project would be entirely restricted to existing roads and developed areas. No
portions of any of the project sites function as linkage or corridor habitat. The proposed project sites
and vicinities are generally composed of residential development and agriculture within rural areas.
Wildlife are expected to travel relatively unobstructed through undeveloped habitat in the local area.
Project development would not restrict or impede wildlife movement; therefore, no impacts to wildlife
movement or nursery sites would occur.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. As described in the BLR (HELIX 2020b), the project would not conflict with any local policies
or ordinances protecting biological resources. No related impact would occur.

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. As described in the BLR (HELIX 2020b), the District is not a participating entity in any
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan; therefore, no impacts would occur to any such plans. No
conflict with an adopted plan would occur.

3.5 Cultural Resources
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Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical ] ] [ ]
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an ] [ ] ]
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of ] ] [ ] ]
formal cemeteries?

A Cultural Resources Survey Letter Report was prepared by HELIX to document the existing cultural
resources within the project study area and evaluate the potential for project impacts (HELIX 2020c).
The conclusions of the survey and report are summarized below, and the report is included as
Appendix C to this IS/MND.
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a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5 of CEQA?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities for the proposed project would occur entirely
within the existing roadway ROW or previously disturbed areas. According to the Cultural Resources
Survey Letter Report, the records search indicated there are four identified cultural resources within a
0.5-mile radius of the project area (HELIX 2020c). However, no historic resources have been identified
within the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE). As such, impacts to historical resources would be less
than significant.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5 of CEQA?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The project sites are located within areas that are highly
disturbed. Construction activities would occur entirely within the existing roadway or previously
disturbed areas. According to the Cultural Resources Survey Letter Report, no archaeological resources
have been identified within the APE; however, there are four identified cultural resources within a
0.5-mile radius of the project area (HELIX 2020c). All four resources within the search area are
prehistoric; two consist of artifact scatters and two are bedrock milling features and associated artifacts.
No new cultural resources were identified during the field survey conducted by HELIX. In addition, the
SLF search for the project area was negative. However, due to the potential for the occurrence of
presently unknown prehistoric resources in the area, impacts to archaeological resources are
conservatively considered potentially significant. Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 would
reduce potential archaeological resource impacts to below a level of significance.

CUL-1 Procedure for Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Materials. In the event that cultural
resource(s) are unearthed during ground disturbing activities, the project archaeologist and
a tribal representative would be contacted to evaluate the resource(s) and shall have the
authority to temporarily halt or redirect ground disturbing activities away from the vicinity
of these unanticipated discoveries so that they may be evaluated. The District, the project
archaeologist, and a tribal representative shall assess the significance of such cultural
resource(s) and, if the cultural resource(s) is determined to be culturally significant, they
shall meet to confer regarding the appropriate treatment for the cultural resource(s).
Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the preferred method of
preservation. The archaeologist and the tribal representative shall make recommendations
to the District on the measures that will be implemented to protect the newly discovered
cultural resource(s), including but not limited to, avoidance in place, excavation, relocation,
and further evaluation of the discoveries in accordance with CEQA. No further ground
disturbance shall occur in the area of the discovery until the District approves the measures
to protect the significant cultural resource(s).

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no known grave sites within the project limits, and the potential
for encountering human remains during construction activities is considered low, since grading and
excavation activities would occur within a previously disturbed area. In the unlikely event that human
remains are encountered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition
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pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County Coroner must be notified of any human
remains find immediately. If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner would notify the
NAHC, which would determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the
landowner or his/her authorized representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery, and shall
complete the inspection within 24 of notification by the NAHC. The MLD would have the opportunity to
make recommendations to the NAHC on the disposition of the remains. Accordingly, impacts would be
less than significant.

3.6 Energy
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Would the project:
a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to ] ] [ ]
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources during project construction or operation?
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or ] ] ] [
energy efficiency?

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation?

Less Than Significant Impact. Energy used for construction would primarily consist of fuels in the form
of diesel and gasoline for the operation of construction equipment and construction worker vehicles.
While construction activities would consume petroleum-based fuels, consumption of such resources
would be temporary and would cease upon the completion of construction. The petroleum consumed
during project construction would be typical of similar construction projects and would not require the
use of new petroleum resources beyond what are typically consumed in California. Project operations
would not require the use of energy. Based on these considerations, construction of the project would
not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

No Impact. The project would be built and operated in accordance with existing, applicable regulations.
Construction equipment would be maintained to allow for continuous energy-efficient operations.
Furthermore, the project would not result in a substantial increase in energy use. Accordingly, the
project would not conflict with state or local plans related to energy, and no impacts would occur.
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3.7 Geology and Soils
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Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, ] ] [ ] ]
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42)?; (ii) strong seismic ground shaking?; (iii) seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction?; or (iv) landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] [ []
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would ] ] [ ] ]
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?
d. Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 1994 ] ] [ ]
Uniform Building Code (UBC), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks ] ] ] [ ]
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?
f.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or ] ] ] ]
site or unique geologic feature?
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or

death involving:

i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project area, like the rest of southern California, is located within a
seismically active region as a result of being located near the active margin between the North American
and Pacific tectonic plates. The closest known active fault is the Newport-Inglewood-Rose Canyon fault
zone located off-shore approximately 14 miles southwest of the site. Due to this distance, it is unlikely
that the project would be subjected to fault rupture. Furthermore, the sites are not located in an
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CDC 2015). No active faults are known to underlie or project
towards the sites. Additionally, the project does not propose any structures intended for human use or
occupancy. Impacts would be less than significant.
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ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project sites are located within the seismically active southern
California region. Active faults in the County include segments within the San Jacinto, Elsinore, and Rose
Canyon fault zones. Active faults are those faults which have had surface displacement within Holocene
times (about the last 11,000 years). Near-Source Shaking Zones have been mapped by the County where
velocity effects need to be considered in the design of buildings within a specified distance of an active
fault. The proposed project is approximately 13 miles from the closest Near-Source Shaking Zone, which
occurs along the Elsinore fault zone east of the community of Pala (County 2007).

The project proposes the installation of pipelines and associated infrastructure in previously disturbed
areas. The proposed project does not include the development of any above-ground structures that
would pose a threat during an earthquake event. Engineering and construction of the proposed project
would be required to be in conformance with the International Code Council (ICC) International Building
Code (IBC, formerly the Uniform Building Code; 2006) and related California Building Code (CBC;
California Building Standards Commission 2010), and other applicable standards. Conformance with
standard engineering practices and design criteria would reduce the effects of seismic ground shaking to
less than significant levels.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is the phenomenon where saturated granular soils develop
high-pore water pressures during seismic shaking and behave like a heavy fluid. This phenomenon
generally occurs in areas of high seismicity where groundwater is shallow and loose granular soils or
hydraulic fill soils subject to liquefaction are present. For liquefaction to occur, loose granular sediments
below the groundwater table must be present and shaking of sufficient magnitude and duration must
occur. The proposed project is not located in an area with the potential for liquefaction hazards (County
2007). Additionally, the pipelines, fire hydrants, and water meters would be designed to appropriate
engineering standards. Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant.

iv) Landslides?

No Impact. The project sites are not located within an area identified as susceptible to landslides
(County 2007). Project construction would occur within the existing ROW and adjacent disturbed areas.
Following construction, the project sites would be returned to their original condition. The potential for
the proposed project to expose people or structures to landslides is negligible, and related impacts
would not occur.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Trenching and earthwork activities during construction of the proposed
project would displace soils and temporarily increase the potential for soils to be subject to wind and
water erosion. As required by the Clean Water Act, the District would obtain permit coverage under the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) with implementation of an effective Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for
project construction. With implementation of a SWPPP that incorporates sediment control and erosion
control measures, impacts from soil erosion and topsoil loss would be less than significant.
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c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liguefaction, or collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Item Vll.a above, regarding soil instability related to seismic
effects. No water extractions or similar practices that are typically associated with project-related
subsidence effects are proposed. Adherence to standard engineering practices would result in less than
significant impacts related to subsidence of the land.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 1994 Uniform Building Code (UBC),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact. The majority of soils that underlie the project sites have a low to
moderate potential for shrinking and swelling. According to Figure 6 of the County’s Guidelines for
Determining Significance, the project sites are not located within an expansive soil area (County 2007).
As described above, the proposed pipelines would be installed via trenching. Adherence to standard
engineering practices contained within the IBCand CBC would reduce any potential impacts to less than
significant levels.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. The proposed project does not include the implementation of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems. No impact would occur.

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project sites are underlain with alluvial valley floodplain deposits.
Based on its relatively young age and high-energy depositional history, younger alluvium is considered
unlikely to produce unique fossil remains and is assigned a low paleontological resource sensitivity
(Deméré and Walsh 1994; County 2007). Ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed
project would occur in previously graded and disturbed areas and would be limited to relatively shallow
depths (less than five feet). This greatly reduces the potential for encountering intact paleontological
resources during ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources would be
less than significant.

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that ] ] [ ] ]
may have a significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the ] ] ] [
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
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The following discussion is based on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions calculations and modeling
prepared by HELIX (2020a). Detailed construction emissions assumptions and model inputs and outputs
are provided in Appendix A.

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on
Earth as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures
are moderated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases, including water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO;),
methane (CHa), nitrous oxide (N,0), ozone, and certain hydro-fluorocarbons. These gases, known as
GHGs, allow solar radiation (sunlight) into the Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent radiative heat from
escaping, thus warming the Earth’s atmosphere. Greenhouse gases are emitted by both natural
processes and human activities. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the Earth’s
temperature. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are thought to be
responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect and contributing to what is termed “global
warming,” the trend of warming of the Earth’s climate from anthropogenic activities. Global climate
change impacts are by nature cumulative; direct impacts cannot be evaluated because the impacts
themselves are global rather than localized impacts.

California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) defines GHGs to include the following compounds:
CO,, CH4, N20, ozone, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
hexafluoride. As individual GHGs have varying heat-trapping properties and atmospheric lifetimes, GHG
emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,e) units for comparison. The CO,e is a
consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions because it normalizes various GHG emissions to a
consistent measure.! The most common GHGs related to the project are those primarily related to
energy usage: CO,, CH4, and N,O.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, set the state-wide goal to
reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. In January 2008, the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association prepared a white paper entitled “CEQA & Climate Change,” which developed a
900-metric ton (MT) screening to determine whether further analysis was needed to assess whether a
residential or commercial project would hinder the statewide attainment of GHG emissions reduction
goals described in AB 32. Senate Bill (SB) 32 was passed as a follow up to AB 32 and extended the
reduction target to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. For projects that would be developed after
2020, this goal is proportionally reduced by 4.98 percent each year. The proposed project is expected to
be constructed in 2021; therefore, the threshold used in this analysis is 855 MT CO.e .

Modeling was conducted that showed project GHG emissions would not exceed this screening

threshold, using CalEEMod. The calculations included estimated emissions from construction since
operation of the proposed project would not result in emissions. It is standard practice to amortize
construction emissions over a typical duration of 20 years when analyzing GHG emissions. Detailed
construction emissions assumptions and CalEEMod inputs and outputs are provided in Appendix A.

The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the volume of its emissions, and its global
warming potential. The global warming potential is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere and is
expressed as a function of how much warming would be caused by the same mass of CO,. For instance, CH,4 has a global
warming potential of 21, meaning that 1 gram of CH,4 traps the same amount of heat as 21 grams of CO,. N,0 has a global
warming potential of 310.
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Table 2, Estimated GHG Emissions, provides a summary of the total annual GHG emissions generated by
the project.

Table 2
ESTIMATED GHG EMISSIONS

Emission Source LT

(MT COze)
Trenching 22
Pipeline Installation 46
TOTAL 68
Amortized Construction 34
Screening Level Threshold 855
Exceeds Threshold? No

Refer to Appendix A for full modeling results.
MT = metric tons; CO?%e = carbon dioxide equivalent

As shown in Table 2, project emissions would only result from construction activities. As shown above,
the total annual GHG emissions generated by the project would be approximately 68 MT CO,e, and
amortized over 20 years would be 3.4 MT CO.e, which is substantially below the screening threshold of
855 MT CO.e per year. Impacts would be less than significant.

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

No Impact. As discussed above in Item Vlll.a, the proposed project would not result in significant GHG
emissions. The project would not result in emissions that would adversely affect state-wide attainment
of GHG emission reduction goals as described in AB 32 and SB 32. Emissions would therefore have a less
than cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change impacts, and the project would
not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. No impact would occur.

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through ] ] [ ] ]
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through ] ] [ ] []
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous ] ] ] [ ]
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?
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d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and,
as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

0
0
[
|

e. Fora project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a ] ] ] [
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

f.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted ] ] [ ] ]
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a ] ] ] [ ]
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact. Small amounts of potentially hazardous materials (e.g. fuel, lubricants,
and solvents) may be used during construction activities. Hazardous materials used during project
construction would be transported, used, and stored in accordance with state and federal regulations
regarding hazardous materials. Operation of the proposed project would not require or result in the
transport, use, or disposal of potentially hazardous materials. The use of these materials would be
temporary, and impacts would be less than significant.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a release of hazardous
materials into the environment. During the temporary, short-term construction period, there is the
possibility of accidental release of hazardous substances such as spilling of hydraulic fluid or diesel fuel
associated with construction equipment maintenance. The level of risk associated with the accidental
release of these hazardous substances is not considered significant due to the small volume and low
concentration of hazardous materials. The construction contractor would be required to use standard
construction controls and safety procedures to avoid or minimize the potential for accidental release of
such substances into the environment. Therefore, the impact of the proposed project with respect to
exposing the public or the environment to hazardous materials through upset and accident conditions
would be less than significant.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. The school nearest the project sites is Bonsall Elementary School, located approximately
3 miles northwest of the project area. Hazardous materials used during construction would not be
handled within one-quarter mile of the school. Furthermore, the use of these materials would be
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temporary and in accordance with applicable standards and regulations. Therefore, impacts related to
the handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school would not occur.

d. Belocated on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

No Impact. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) requirements, the SWRCB
GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2020) and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
EnviroStor database (DTSC 2020) were searched for hazardous materials sites within the project area.
According to the SWRCB GeoTracker database, there are three Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program Sites
associated with nearby agricultural uses in the project area. However, the project sites are not listed as
hazardous materials sites on either of these databases. There are no active or inactive cleanup sites
mapped in the vicinity of the project sites. Therefore, no impact related to hazardous materials sites
would occur.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The nearest airport is the Fallborook Community Airpark, which is located approximately

8 miles north of the project area. The Oceanside Municipal Airport is approximately 10 miles west of the
project area. The project does not propose features that would result in a safety hazard or excessive
noise for people residing or working in the project area. No related impacts would occur.

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project could temporarily block portions
(e.g., up to one lane at a time) of Gopher Canyon Road, Margale Lane, and Integrity Court. As a matter
of project design, the contractor would be required to prepare and comply with a traffic control plan
which would include measures to minimize effects related to lane closures and ensure safe passage of
evacuees or emergency response vehicles. Impacts would therefore be reduced to less than significant.

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

No Impact. The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of wildland fires
because the project does not propose structures that would be at risk for fire damage or buildings
meant for human occupancy. No related impacts would occur.
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3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
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Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements ] ] | ]
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere ] ] ] [ |
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, L] L] [ []
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would: (i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite; (iii) create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or (iv) impede or redirect flood
flows?
d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants ] ] | ]
due to project inundation?
e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control ] ] [ | ]
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project sites are located within the RWQCB San Diego Region Basin
Plan. Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the RWQCB issues NPDES permits to regulate
discharges to “waters of the nation,” which include rivers, lakes, and their tributary waters. Waste
discharges include stormwater and construction-related releases. Potential impacts related to water
quality could occur during trenching and construction when the potential for erosion, siltation,
sedimentation, and accidental release of hazardous materials would be the greatest. Implementation of
a SWPPP would be required under the NPDES Construction General Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002,
SWRCB Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ; as amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ and Order No. 2012-
0014-DWQ), administered by the RWQCB. The SWPPP would include specific best management
practices (BMPs) to avoid or reduce potential impacts related to the use and potential discharge of
construction-related hazardous materials. The construction contractor would be required to comply
with the NPDES and SWPPP requirements regarding the implementation of BMPs during construction.
Compliance with these requirements would ensure that the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact on water quality standards and waste discharge requirements. Furthermore, the
proposed project would not require the use of or otherwise substantially impair groundwater quality or
interfere with groundwater recharge.
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b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

No Impact. The proposed project would not require the use of, or otherwise substantially interfere with,
groundwater supplies or recharge. No impacts would occur.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? Less Than Significant Impact. Existing
surfaces within the disturbance areas would be temporarily removed during trenching and
installation of the pipeline segments. Removal of impermeable surfaces would be limited to
sections of the ROW being worked on at any given time. Following construction, the trench
would be back-filled and surfaces would be repaved and/or returned to their existing condition.
Drainage patterns may change temporarily during construction; however, required BMPs
prescribed in the SWPPP would minimize on- and off-site erosion through temporary sediment
control measures. Conformance with required BMPs would reduce potential impacts related to
erosion and siltation during construction to less than significant. Additional work for the Disney
Lane project would include the construction of associated infrastructure such as valves, fire
hydrants, assemblies, and private service laterals within and adjacent to Margale Lane.
Construction of these features would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
surrounding area. Related operational effects would be negligible and, therefore, less than
significant

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite? Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would resultin a
negligible increase in impermeable surfaces that could contribute to increased surface runoff.
Drainage patterns would potentially be affected temporarily by construction activities; however,
the SWPPP would require implementation of specific BMPs to reduce drainage alteration
impacts to less than significant. No associated flooding would occur.

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? Less
Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would repave the existing roadways upon the
completion of trenching and construction activities. The associated infrastructure for the Disney
Lane project, such as valves and fire hydrants, would be constructed within or adjacent to
Margale Lane. As a result, the project would result in a negligible increase in impermeable
surfaces. The project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff. Additionally, the contractor would comply with NPDES and SWPPP
requirements and implement erosion and sedimentation control measures to minimize on- and
off-site erosion. Impacts would be less than significant.

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Map Service Center (FEMA 2020), Integrity Court
and Margale Lane are not mapped within a special flood hazard area. However, portions of
Gopher Canyon Road Section 1 are located within Zone AE. This designation describes areas
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within the channel of a stream as well as any adjacent floodplains. The southern boundary of
Gopher Canyon Road runs parallel to the Gopher Canyon Creek floodway. This zone is within the
100-year floodplain that is subject to inundation by a one-percent-annual-chance flood event.
While the project would result in a minor increase in impermeable surfaces, the construction of
buried pipelines within existing roadways would not substantially impede or redirect flows.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Less Than Significant Impact. As described above, portions of Gopher Canyon Road Section 1 are
located within a special flood hazard area (FEMA 2020). However, BMPs would ensure that hazardous
materials equipment would not be in the area during a flood event. In addition, the possibility of seiches
and tsunamis impacting the project sites is considered remote due to the great distance to large bodies
of water. Once constructed, the pipelines would be below ground and would not be affected by
flooding. As such, impacts related to the release of pollutants due to inundation in flood hazard,
tsunami, and seiche zones would be less than significant.

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. As specified above, the project would be required to obtain coverage
under the NPDES General Construction Permit. The project would not adversely impact a groundwater
management plan because the project would not impede groundwater replenishment and would not
require the use of groundwater. No related impacts would occur.

3.11 Land Use and Planning
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Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] [
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any ] [ ]
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

a. Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The proposed pipelines would be constructed underground within the existing roadway
ROW in Integrity Court, Margale Lane, and two separate sections of pipeline within Gopher Canyon
Road. Additional work on the Disney Lane project would include the construction of associated
infrastructure such as valves, fire hydrants, assemblies, and private service laterals within or adjacent to
Margale Lane. The project would occur within close proximity to existing residences, but it would not
change the existing land uses. Since the project would not have an impact on the physical arrangement
of an established community, no impacts are anticipated to occur.
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b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The proposed project would not change the current land use in
the project area and is consistent with the Bonsall Community Plan’s designation for the project sites,
and with the County Zoning Map designation of the same area. The project would potentially conflict
with local ordinances related to noise control, but these impacts would be reduced to less than
significant with the implementation of mitigation measure NOI-1. See 3.13, Noise for additional
discussion.

3.12 Mineral Resources
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Would the project:

a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

O
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b. Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral ] ] ] [
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact. According to the County (2008), the project sites are located within an MRZ-3 zone. The
MRZ-3 designation refers to lands containing known mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot
be evaluated from available data. Further exploration work within these areas could result in the
reclassification of specific localities into the MRZ-2 category. However, the area does not currently meet
the State Mining and Geology Board’s guidelines as eligible to be designated of regional or statewide
significance. Furthermore, the project does not propose a land use that would preclude mineral
extraction, nor would it permanently restrict access to areas for potential future mining operations. The
proposed project is consistent with the Bonsall Community Plan and the County General Plan, with
respect to the protection of mineral resources. Project construction would occur within the existing
ROW. Therefore, there would be no impacts to mineral resources.

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 30



> = > .‘t: - -
55 | =55 8§ | 8
tTE | EE g F& 3
25 852 85| o
€a |[&6S5S 45 z
Would the project result in:
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ] [ ] ]
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne ] ] [ ] ]
noise levels?
c. Fora project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an ] ] ] [
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

The following discussion was informed by construction noise modeling prepared for the project by HELIX
(2020d). Construction noise modeling outputs are contained within Appendix D to this IS/MND.

Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise

Noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound (and therefore noise) consists of energy waves that
people receive and interpret. Noise consists of any sound that may produce physiological or
psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, rest, recreation, or sleep. Sound
intensity or acoustic energy is measured in decibels (dB) that are weighted to correct for the relative
frequency response of the human ear. Unlike linear units (inches or pounds), dB are measured on a
logarithmic scale, representing points on a sharply rising curve.

Since dBs are logarithmic units, sound pressure levels cannot be added or subtracted by ordinary
arithmetic means. As a general rule, doubling the traffic volume on a street or the speed of the traffic
will increase the traffic noise level by three dBA.? Conversely, halving the traffic volume or speed will
reduce the traffic noise level by 3 dBA. A 3-dBA change in sound is the level where humans generally
notice a barely perceptible change in sound and a 5-dBA change is generally readily perceptible. A
10-dBA change is generally considered substantial.

The predominant rating scales for human communities are the Noise Equivalent (Leg), and the
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), both of which are based on dBA. The Lgq is the total sound
energy of time-varying noise over a sample period. The CNEL is the average equivalent A-weighted
sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 5 dBA to sound levels in the evening from
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and after addition of 10 dBA to sound levels in the night from 10:00 p.m. to

To account for the range of sound that human hearing perceives, a modified scale is utilized known as the A-weighted decibel,
dBA. Sound intensity or acoustic energy is measured in dBs that are weighted to correct for the relative frequency response
of the human ear. For example, an A-weighted noise level includes a de-emphasis on high frequencies of sound that are
heard by a dog’s ear but not by a human’s ear.
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7:00 a.m. CNEL is utilized for describing ambient noise levels because they account for all noise sources
over an extended period of time and account for the heightened sensitivity of people to noise during
the night.

Sensitive Noise Receptors

Noise-sensitive land uses (NSLUs) are land uses that may be subject to stress and/or interference from
excessive noise. NSLUs in the project vicinity include the adjacent residences and nearby sensitive
habitat that occurs within 500 feet of Disney Lane, Integrity Court, and Gopher Canyon Road. This
suitable habitat may be used for nesting by federally protected avian species, such as coastal California
gnatcatcher (see 3.4, Biological Resources).

Regulatory Framework

The District has not established noise limits for its projects. For the purposes of this analysis, the County
noise guidelines are used to assess potential noise impacts. Noise limits for construction activities and
general exterior noise generation are described in Sections 36.401 through 36.423 of the County
Municipal Code (the noise ordinance). It is unlawful for any person to cause or allow the creation of any
noise to the extent that the one-hour average sound level at any point on or beyond the boundaries of
the property exceeds the sound level limits found in Table 36.404 of the noise ordinance. For the
residences neighboring the project sites, the exterior one-hour average limit is 50 dBA between 7:00
a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Sections 36.408 through 36.411 of the Municipal Code establish noise limitations for construction
activities. Except for emergency work, it is unlawful for any person to operate or cause to be operated,
construction equipment between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., or that exceeds an average sound level of
75 dBA for an 8-hour period, when measured at the boundary line of the property where the noise
source is located or on any occupied property where the noise is being received.

Regarding federally listed biological species, guidelines produced by the USFWS recommend that project
noise be limited to a one-hour average of 60 dBA or, if the existing ambient noise level is above 60 dBA,
noise levels should not increase the ambient noise level by more than 3 dBA at the edge of occupied
habitat during the avian species breeding season.

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated

Short-term Construction Impacts

Construction of the project would result in temporary increases in noise levels from operation of the
construction equipment. Construction activities could temporarily produce elevated short-term noise
levels that would potentially impact NSLUs. The nearest existing NSLUs to the project sites are the
nearby single-family residences along Integrity Court and Margale Lane. During pipeline trenching and
installation, an excavator would move along the pipeline route digging the trench and loading the
materials into a dump truck. Trenching could occur within 45 feet of the single-family residences,
particularly along Margale Lane. An excavator, dump truck, pump, and loader would generate 75 dBA at
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a distance of approximately 63 feet. This assumes operation of the dump truck, loader, and excavator
for 40 percent of an 8-hour construction day. Trenching activities would therefore exceed the 75-dBA
noise limit for nearby NSLUs. An operating portable generator would result in 78.5 dBA at 45 feet and an
excavator would result in 77.6 dBA at 45 feet. See Appendix D, Construction Noise Modeling Outputs, for
construction equipment calculations.

Implementation of mitigation measure NOI-1 would reduce construction impacts to below a level of
significance. This mitigation measure would apply to the use of construction equipment, specifically
loaders and dump trucks, operating within 63 feet of a single-family residence. In addition, this
mitigation measure would apply to the use of portable generator during construction, which must be
located at least 67 feet from the nearest single-family residence to avoid exceeding the 75-dBA
threshold.

Suitable nesting habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher occurs within 500 feet of the Integrity
Court segment. Similarly, suitable least Bell’s vireo habitat occurs within 500 feet of the Disney Lane and
Gopher Canyon Road Section 2 segments. However, construction equipment would not generate noise
levels exceeding 60 dBA at this distance. A portable generator would result in 57.6 dBA at 500 feet and
an excavator would result in 56.7 dBA at 500 feet. As previously discussed, mitigation measures BIO-1
and BIO-3 also include avoidance measures to reduce potential impacts on nesting birds to below a level
of significance.

Long-term Operation Impacts

As noted in the Project Description, the project would involve the installation of underground pipelines
and associated infrastructure. Operation of the project may require occasional worker trips for
maintenance. However, the infrequent nature of and minimal noise associated with these maintenance
trips would not impact single-family residences in the project vicinity. Noise levels would not exceed the
County’s 50-dBA exterior daytime and the 45-dBA exterior nighttime limits at the property line nearest
to future residential uses. Therefore, impacts associated with operational noise would be less than
significant.

The term “substantial increase” in permanent noise is generally considered to be 10 dBA above current
levels. However, an increase of 3 dBA is the smallest change that would be perceptible by humans, and
this differential is often conservatively used to determine the significance of an impact. An increase of
this magnitude would typically be caused by a doubling of traffic. Transportation noise sources for the
project would be associated with intermittent vehicular trips by District employees for maintenance.
However, project facilities would not increase the number of maintenance trips typically required
compared to existing conditions.

Implementation of mitigation measure NOI-1 would be required to reduce impacts to below a level of
significance.

NOI-1 General Construction Noise Reduction Limits. Noise levels from project-related
construction activities shall not exceed 75 dBA (8-hour average). This would generally occur
if loaders and dump trucks are within 63 feet or a portable generator is within 67 feet of a
residence.

The District shall employ measures to reduce construction/demolition noise including, but
not be limited to, the following:
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e Construction equipment shall be properly outfitted and maintained with
manufacturer-recommended noise-reduction devices.

e Diesel equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors and equipped with
factory-recommended mufflers.

e Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders and air compressors) shall
be equipped with shrouds and noise control features that are readily available for
that type of equipment.

e Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or internal-
combustion powered equipment, where feasible.

e Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (e.g., in excess of 5 minutes) shall
be prohibited.

e Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and maintenance areas
shall be located as far as practicable from noise sensitive receptors.

e The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall
be for safety warning purposes only.

e Any truck or equipment equipped with back-up alarm moving within 300 feet of a
noise-sensitive land use (residence) should have the normal back-up alarm
disengaged and safety provided by lights and flagman or broad-spectrum noise
backup alarm (as appropriate for conditions) used in compliance with the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration safety guidelines.

e Temporary sound barriers or sound blankets shall be installed between construction
operations and adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. The project Contractor shall
construct a 12-foot high temporary noise barrier meeting the specifications listed
below (or of a Sound Transmission Class [STC] 19 rating or better) to attenuate
noise.

e The District shall notify residences within 300 feet of the project’s disturbance area
in writing within one week of any construction activity. The notification shall
describe the activities anticipated, provide dates and hours, and provide contact
information with a description of a complaint and response procedure.

e The on-site construction supervisor shall have the responsibility and authority to
receive and resolve noise complaints. A clear appeal process for the affected
resident shall be established prior to construction commencement to allow for
resolution of noise problems that cannot be immediately solved by the site
supervisor.

Implementation of mitigation measure NOI-1 would ensure that ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity would not be in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.
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b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less Than Significant Impact. No vibration-sensitive land uses (i.e., land uses where equipment or
operations would be disrupted by excessive vibration) are located within the vicinity of the project sites.
However, excessive levels of groundborne vibration of either a regular or an intermittent nature can
result in annoyance to residential uses. The construction activities required for the proposed pipelines
are not anticipated to generate excessive groundborne vibrations or noise levels. No pile driving is
anticipated to be necessary as part of project construction. The potential use of a vibratory roller for
project construction would not occur frequently during construction. As there is a relatively limited need
for this piece of equipment during construction, it would likely be used very briefly and would affect an
individual location for only a matter of minutes during a pass-by. Due to the temporary nature of
construction activities and the infrequent potential use of a vibratory roller, impacts related to vibration
are considered less than significant.

c. Fora project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The nearest airports to the project area are Fallorook Community Airpark, located
approximately 8 miles to the north, and Oceanside Municipal Airport, located approximately 9 miles to
the west. The project sites are not located within noise impact zones for either airport. Therefore, there
would be no impact associated with aircraft noise.

3.14 Population and Housing
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Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
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b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, ] ] ] ]
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any new homes or businesses and would not directly
induce population growth. The project does not include land uses, such as homes or businesses, that
would directly induce population growth. As such, the project would not induce direct or indirect
population growth, and impacts would be less than significant.
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b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The proposed project would not require the removal of existing housing, and therefore,
would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur.

3.15 Public Services
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Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?
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e) Other public facilities?

a. Fire Protection?

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered fire protection facilities. Construction
and operation of the proposed project would generate no additional demand for increased public
services, as it would involve the installation of underground pipelines and associated infrastructure.
During construction, fire protection may be required, but these would be short-term demands and
would not require increases in the level of public service offered or affect response times. No impact
would occur.

b. Police Protection?

No Impact. There are no significant impacts related to police protection or service anticipated with
implementation of the proposed project, for the same reasons described above under ltem XV.a.

c. Schools?

No Impact. The project does not propose new housing and would not directly or indirectly induce
population growth such that there would be an increase in demand for school services. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would not result in the need for construction of additional
school facilities. No impact would occur.
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d. Parks?

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not affect existing park facilities or increase
the demand for additional recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts to parks are anticipated as a
result of this project.

e. Other Public Facilities?

No Impact. No impacts to other public facilities are anticipated to occur with project implementation.

3.16 Recreation
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Would the project:
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and ] ] ] [ ]
regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the ] ] ] [
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment?

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not generate an increase in demand on
existing public or private parks or other recreational facilities that would either result in or accelerate
physical deterioration of these facilities. No impact would occur.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. The proposed project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. No impact would occur.
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3.17 Transportation
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Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the ] [ ] ]
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?
b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines ] ] ] [ ]
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp ] ] ] [ ]
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
d. Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] ] [ ] ]

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. No long-term increase in traffic generation would occur as a
result of the proposed project, as only minimal maintenance activity is anticipated for project
operations. Project construction activities would temporarily contribute to additional vehicle trips on
local roadways. Short-term construction traffic impacts would result from delivering construction
materials and supplies to the site and transporting construction personnel to and from the site. It is
assumed that primary access for construction traffic would be from Highway 76 or Interstate 15. If
closures would be necessary, they would last for no more than a few days on the affected road segment,
and alternate routes/detours would be established to accommodate diverted traffic. Driveway closures
would be kept to a minimum, with blockages likely occurring for no more than a few hours at a time.
Residents would be notified well in advance of impending closures or blockages related to project
construction. Furthermore, the proposed project is not anticipated to affect public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities. Potential impacts associated with project construction activities would be reduce to
below a level of significance upon implementation of mitigation measure TRA-1. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

TRA-1 Traffic Control Plan. A construction Traffic Control Plan would be prepared prior to
construction and implemented by the District. The plan would ensure that traffic flow and
roadway safety are maintained in the project area during construction. The Traffic Control
Plan would include provisions for adequate notices, sign-postings, detours, phased
construction, provisions for pedestrians and bicycles, and the permitted hours of
construction activities.
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b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

No Impact. Refer to Item XVIl.a, above. Since the proposed project would generate a short-term
increase in construction traffic and no increase in traffic associated with operation, the project would
not conflict with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). No impact would occur.

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. The proposed project would not include the construction of hazards (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections), and would not result in incompatible uses with the surrounding developed
area. Therefore, no impacts regarding design features or incompatible uses would occur.

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. Adequate emergency access would be maintained at all times during
construction of the proposed project, as ensured by implementation of the traffic control plan described
in ltem XVIl.a. Specifically, lane closures and/or blockages would be temporary and safe passage of
vehicles approaching and passing through the area would be ensured by measures in the traffic control
plan, including use of a flag person(s). Upon the completion of construction, the affected roadways and
surrounding areas would be returned to their original condition. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources
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Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR), defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical ] ] [ ] ]
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
b. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and ] [ ] ]
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
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Discussion

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR that is listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

Less Than Significant Impact. A Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR) may be considered significant if included
in a local or state register of historical resources; determined by the lead agency to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in Public Resources Code §5024.1; is a geographically defined cultural
landscape that meets one or more of these criteria; is a historical resource described in Public Resources
Code §21084.1, a unique archaeological resources described in Public Resources Code §21083.2; or is a
non-unique archaeological resource if it conforms with the above criteria.

HELIX conducted a SLF search of the project sites and for a list of consultant tribes with traditional lands
or cultural places within the project sites. A response was received from the NAHC on October 7, 2020
which indicated that the results were negative for the project area but stated that the absence of
specific site information in the SLF does not necessarily indicate the absence of cultural resources. The
Cultural Resources Survey Report concluded that no significant impact to TCRs would occur as a result of
project implementation and did not recommend the use of monitoring due to the highly disturbed
nature of the project area (HELIX 2020c). As a result, impacts would be less than significant.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR that is a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. AB 52 introduced TCR as a class of cultural resource and
additional considerations relating to Native American consultation into CEQA. As described above under
item 3.17a, the SLF search was negative for the project area. Furthermore, the Cultural Resources
Survey Report concluded that no significant impact to TCRs would occur as a result of project
implementation and did not recommend the use of monitoring due to the highly disturbed nature of the
project area (HELIX 2020c). The District extended meeting invitations and provided an overview of the
proposed project on January 8, 2021 to tribes with traditional lands or cultural places within the project
area. The following five tribes were consulted: Pala, Rincon, La Jolla, San Pasqual, and Pauma. Response
to the meeting invitations have not yet been received from the tribes. Implementation of mitigation
measure CUL-1 would reduce potential impacts to TCRs to a less than significant level.
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3.19 Utilities and Service Systems
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Would the project:
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a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and ] ] | ]
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years?

c. Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider O] O] ] |
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in ] [] [] [ |
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related ] ] | ]
to solid waste?

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of habitable structures that would
generate water, electricity, or natural gas demand or require telecommunications facilities or
wastewater storage and treatment facilities. The proposed pipeline improvements have been designed
to connect existing pipelines and improve access for repairs and maintenance. Therefore, the project
would not require the construction or relocation of new facilities. No impacts would occur.

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would use a minimal amount of water required for dust
control during the temporary construction period. The project would not require a substantial water
supply, and no water supplies would be needed to serve the project during operation. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

C. Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
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No Impact. The proposed project would not require wastewater service. Therefore, the project would
not exceed the wastewater capacity of the local wastewater treatment provider. No impact would

occur.

d. Beserved by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste

disposal needs?

No Impact. The proposed project would generate a minimal amount of construction waste and no

ongoing operational waste. Based on the small quantity of material, the proposed project would not
generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. Therefore, no impacts

would occur.

e. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would comply with applicable federal, state, and
local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, including Title 14, Article 5.9 of the California Code
of Regulations, which specifies regulatory requirements for the disposal of construction and demolition

debris (CalRecycle 2016). Impacts would be less than significant.

3.20 Wildfire

Potentially

Significant

Potentially

Significant
Unless Mit.

Less Than
Significant

No Impact

high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire

other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or

slope instability, or drainage changes?

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) has mapped areas of significant fire
hazards in the County through their Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). These maps place
areas of the County into different Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) based upon fuels, terrain, weather,
and other relevant factors. The FRAP divides areas of significant fire hazard into two designations: State
Responsibility Areas (SRA), which are areas where CALFIRE is responsible for wildfire protection, and
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Local Responsibility Areas (LRA), where local fire protection agencies are responsible for wildfire
protection. The majority of the unincorporated area of the County is SRA lands. The FHSZs are divided
into three levels of fire hazard severity: Moderate, High, and Very High. The majority of the County is in
the High and Very High FHSZ. According to the maps prepared for the project area by CALFIRE, the
project includes components that are within High and Very High FHSZs (CALFIRE 2020).

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. During construction, portions of Gopher
Canyon Road, Margale Lane, and Integrity Court would be closed (e.g., up to one lane at a time).
However, access would be maintained, and the project would utilize appropriate traffic control
measures to ensure continued emergency response and evacuation access. As a matter of project
design, the contractor would be required to prepare and comply with a traffic control plan which would
include measures to minimize effects related to lane closures and ensure safe passage of evacuees or
emergency response vehicles. Operation of the proposed project would not result in an increase in
demand for emergency services, which could affect emergency response plan implementation.
Therefore, emergency-related impacts would be less than significant.

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The proposed project would not introduce permanent
occupants. In addition, maintenance or construction workers would not be present for extended periods
of time and would therefore not be exposed to substantial pollutants from wildfires that may occur in
nearby areas. However, as discussed above, the project locations are within High and Very High FHSZs.
To minimize the risk of losses resulting from wildfire, the following fire prevention strategies outlined in
mitigation measure FIRE-1 would be implemented during project construction.

Implementation of mitigation measure FIRE-1 would be required to reduce impacts to below a level of
significance.

FIRE-1 Fire Safety Plan. The following fire prevention strategies would be implemented during
project construction:

e Construction within areas of dense foliage during dry conditions will be avoided,
when feasible.

e In cases where avoidance is not feasible, brush fire prevention and management
practices will be incorporated. Specifics of the brush management program will be
incorporated into project construction documents.

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 43



No Impact. The project includes the installation of pipelines and associated infrastructure, which would
not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. No impacts would
occur.

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact. The project sites are not located within an area identified as susceptible to landslides
(County 2007). Project construction would occur within the existing roadways. Due to the location of the
project sites and topography of the surrounding area, flooding from runoff is not anticipated to affect
the project sites. Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to significant risks
associated with runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes, and impacts would be less than
significant.

3.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

=% e s cx B
T & TE Qg & 3
£5 | 8562 £58 | o
awn a wn > - n 2
Would the project:
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the ] [ ] ] ]
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but ] [ ] ]
cumulatively considerable (“cumulatively considerable” means the
project’s incremental effects are considerable when compared to the
past, present, and future effects of other projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects which will have ] [ ] ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly?

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. As described in 3.4, Biological Resources, construction-related
noise during the general bird nesting season has the potential to result in impacts to nesting birds in
violation of the MBTA and CFG Code. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 would reduce
potentially significant, temporary construction impacts to nesting birds to below a level of significance.
No impacts to nesting birds are anticipated once the pipelines have been constructed. Project
construction also has the potential to impact sensitive avian species including coastal California
gnatcatcher and least Bell’s vireo if construction activities were to take place adjacent to suitable habitat
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during the species’ respective breeding seasons. Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-2 and
BIO-3 would reduce potentially significant, temporary construction impacts to coastal California
gnatcatcher and least Bell’s vireo to below a level of significance. The project would not reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, as no sensitive habitat would be removed or impacted. Mitigation
measure BIO-4 would ensure that the project would have no substantial adverse effect on federally-
protected wetlands. The project would not cause a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal. As described in 3.5, Cultural Resources, no substantial adverse
change in the significance of historical resources is anticipated to occur as a result of project
implementation; thus, it would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history. Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 would reduce potential archaeological resource
impacts during construction to below a level of significance.

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable
(“cumulatively considerable” means the project’s incremental effects are considerable when
compared to the past, present, and future effects of other projects)?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual
project effects that, when considered together or in concert with other projects, combine to resultin a
significant impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). The proposed project, which is almost exclusively
limited to construction-related effects, would not result in impacts that are cumulatively considerable.
No significant air or GHG emissions would occur, no sensitive habitat would be permanently removed,
and temporary noise effects would be limited through implementation of noise abatement measures as
part of NOI-1.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will have substantial adverse effects on human
beings, directly or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. With the adherence to regulatory codes, ordinances,
regulations, standards, and guidelines for a number of issue areas addressed herein, in conjunction with
the discussed mitigation measures for noise (NOI-1) and wildfire (FIRE-1), construction (and operation)
of the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on human beings either directly
or indirectly.
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4.0

4.1

DETERMINATION

Determination

Based on this initial evaluation:

L]
|

4.2

4.3

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described
herein have been included in this project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

De Minimis Fee Determination (Chapter 1706, Statutes of 1990-AB 3158)

It is hereby found that this project involves no potential for any adverse effect, either
individually or cumulatively, on wildlife resources and that a “Certificate of Fee Exemption” shall
be prepared for this project.

It is hereby found that this project could potentially impact wildlife, individually or cumulatively,
and therefore fees shall be paid to the County Clerk in accordance with Section 711.4(d) of the
Fish and Game Code.

Environmental Determination

The initial study for this project has been reviewed and the environmental determination, contained in
Section V. preceding, is hereby approved:

Chad Williams, Acting District Engineer
Rainbow Municipal Water District
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5.0 REPORT PREPARERS

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.

Joanne Dramko, AICP, Principal Planner, Project Manager
Brendan Sullivan, Environmental Planner

Victor Ortiz, Air Quality Specialist

Katie Bellon, Biologist

Stacie Wilson, RPA, Archeologist
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7.0

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AB Assembly Bill

APE Area of Potential Effects

AQIA Air Quality Impact Analysis

BLR Biological Resources Letter Report

BMPs best management practices

CalEEMod California Emission Estimator Model
CALFIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CARB California Air Resources Board

CBC California Building Code

CDC California Department of Conservation
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CFG Code California Fish and Game Code

CH4 methane

CNEL community noise equivalent level

CNPS California Native Plant Society

co carbon monoxide

CO, carbon dioxide

CO,e carbon dioxide equivalent

County County of San Diego

CRPR California Rare Plant Rank

CWA Clean Water Act

dB decibels

dB(A) A-weighted decibels

District Rainbow Municipal Water District

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone

FRAP Fire and Resource Assessment Program
GHGs greenhouse gases

HELIX HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.

IBC International Building Code
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Gopher Canyon Water Pipeline Improvement Project January 2021

Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 50



Lea
LRA

MBTA
MLD
MT

N20O
NAHC
NPDES
NSLU

OF]

PM1g
PMys
PVC

ROG
ROW
RwQCB

SANDAG
SB

SDAB
SDAPCD
SLF

SRA

STC
SWPPP
SWRCB

TCR

UBC
USACE
USFWS
USEPA

noise equivalent
Local Responsibility Area

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Most Likely Descendant
metric ton

nitrous oxide

Native American Heritage Commission

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
noise-sensitive land use

Ozone

particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
polyvinyl chloride

reactive organic gases
right-of-way
Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Diego Association of Governments
Senate Bill

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
Sacred Lands File

State Responsibility Area

Sound Transmission Class

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
State Water Resources Control Board

Tribal Cultural Resource

Uniform Building Code

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Appendix A

Air Quality and GHG Modeling
Outputs



CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 1 of 15

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline
San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 1.00 . User Defined Unit ! 0.00 ! 0.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company
CO2 Intensity 0 CH4 Intensity 0 N20 Intensity 0
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - Schedule based on rate of 80 feet per day

Off-road Equipment - Pipeline Installation Equipment
Off-road Equipment - Trenching Equipment
Trips and VMT - 5 truck trips per day per phase




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 15 Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 0.00 64.00
"""" tiConstrucionPhase & " PhaseEndbae 12/31/2020 : T aoaa” T
"""" tiConstrucionPhase & " Phaseswnate - 1/1/2021 : V17 7
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.38 =038
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.38 =038
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.37 =037
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Excavators
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Generator Sets
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Twelders T
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Excavators
R thlOffRoadEquipment HAR OffRoadEquipmentType : " Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 2.00 : 0
""""" biTripsAndvMT T T VendorripNamber 0.00 :500
""""" biTripsAndvMT T T VendorripNamber 0.00 T e T

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 15 Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 E: 1.3010 ! 11.4354 : 13.9525 ! 0.0247 ! 0.1909 : 0.5512 ! 0.7421 ! 0.0522 : 0.5250 ! 0.5772 0.0000 ! 2,381.618 : 2,381.618 ! 0.4670 ! 0.0000 ! 2,393.294
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] g 1 9 [} [} L} 2
- 1
Maximum 1.3010 11.4354 13.9525 0.0247 0.1909 0.5512 0.7421 0.0522 0.5250 0.5772 0.0000 2,381.618 | 2,381.618 0.4670 0.0000 2,393.294
9 9 2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2021 = 13010 ! 11.4354 ! 13.9525 ! 0.0247 ! 0.1909 ! 0.5512 ! 0.7421 ! 0.0522 ! 0.5250 ! 0.5772 0.0000 r2,381.618 ! 2,381.618 ! 0.4670 ! 0.0000 ! 2,393.294
- ' ' ' ' ' : : ' : V9 9 : 2
Maximum 1.3010 11.4354 13.9525 0.0247 0.1909 0.5512 0.7421 0.0522 0.5250 0.5772 0.0000 | 2,381.618 | 2,381.618 | 0.4670 0.0000 | 2,393.294
9 9 2
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 4 of 15

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.0000e- + 0.0000 * 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 2.2000e- ' 2.2000e- + 0.0000 ' 2.3000e-
- 005 . \ o004 . : ' : : ' : . 004 | o004 : . 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———e gy - fm——————p e === a s
Energy " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———mgy - m——————— = e e
Mobile " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.0000e- + 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 2.2000e- * 2.2000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.3000e-
» 005 . {004 : : : : : : . 004 , 004 : 1 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et EEEE R P : ————— e m -
Energy = 0.000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e m e ——— gy : ———————— e
Mobile = 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Pipeline Installation *Grading :1/8/2021 141712021 ! 5! 64!
------- } : : : R LR PP PP
2 'Trenchlng :Trenching 11/1/2021 13/31/2021 ! 5 64!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Pipeline Installation =Excavators ! 1 6.00: 158; 0.38
............................ R L L T T B L L Lt LT TP | e eeaas
Pipeline Installation -Generator Sets ! 1 8.00! 84} 0.74
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEE PR L R
Pipeline Installation -Welders ! 1 6.00! 46! 0.45
------------------------------------------------------- Lt CEE P PR L R
Pipeline Installation -Concretellndustrlal Saws ! 0 8.00! 81! 0.73
............................ R LT T T A L L e eeaas
Trenching -Excavators ! 1 6.00: 158; 0.38
------------------------------------------------------- Rt CEEE PR L R
Trenching -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 6.00: 97 0.37
------------------------------------------------------- e Rt CEE P PR L R
Pipeline Installation -Rubber Tired Dozers ! 0 1.00: 247, 0.40
Pipeline Installation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1: 6.005 975 0.37




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Trips and VMT

Page 6 of 15

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Trenching . 2: 5.00! 5.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.30} 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_Mix |HHDT
---------------- - } ; - + / } + L
Pipeline Installation = 4: 10.00: 5.00: 0.00: 10.80: 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Pipeline Installation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
- S o : o o : N DU . o : s
Off-Road = 0.8976 ! 7.3428 1+ 9.1351 ! 0.0147 v 0.3859 ! 0.3859 1 ! 0.3729 1+ 0.3729 1 1,381.337 + 1,381.337 ! 0.2470 1 1,387.512
- ' ' ' : : ' : ' : .6 . 6 : P
Total 0.8976 7.3428 9.1351 0.0147 0.0000 0.3859 0.3859 0.0000 0.3729 0.3729 1,381.337 | 1,381.337 | 0.2470 1,387.512
6 6 1
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3.2 Pipeline Installation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 7 of 15

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : bt
Vendor : 0.5078 ! 0.1445 : 1.3200e- ! 0.0339 ! 1.1100e- : 0.0350 ! 9.7400e- : 1.0600e- ! 0.0108 ! 141.9097 ! 141.9097 : 0.0111 ! ! 142.1860
' ' v 003, v 003 » 003 , 003 , ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : -
Worker : 0.0252 ! 0.2493 : 7.7000e- * 0.0822 ! 5.7000e- : 0.0827 ! 0.0218 : 5.2000e- ! 0.0223 ! 76.4548 ! 76.4548 : 2.2000e- ! ! 76.5097
' ' v 004, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0552 0.5330 0.3938 2.0900e- 0.1160 1.6800e- 0.1177 0.0315 1.5800e- 0.0331 218.3644 | 218.3644 0.0133 218.6957
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road ! 7.3428 ! 9.1351 ! 0.0147 ! ! 0.3859 ! 0.3859 ! ! 0.3729 ! 0.3729 0.0000 ! 1,381.337 ! 1,381.337 ! 0.2470 ! ! 1,387.512
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 6 1] 6 1 1] l
Total 0.8976 7.3428 9.1351 0.0147 0.0000 0.3859 0.3859 0.0000 0.3729 0.3729 0.0000 1,381.337 | 1,381.337 0.2470 1,387.512
6 6 1
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3.2 Pipeline Installation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 8 of 15

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : bt
Vendor : 0.5078 ! 0.1445 : 1.3200e- ! 0.0339 ! 1.1100e- : 0.0350 ! 9.7400e- : 1.0600e- ! 0.0108 ! 141.9097 ! 141.9097 : 0.0111 ! ! 142.1860
' ' v 003, v 003 » 003 , 003 , ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : -
Worker : 0.0252 ! 0.2493 : 7.7000e- ! 0.0822 ! 5.7000e- : 0.0827 ! 0.0218 : 5.2000e- ! 0.0223 ! 76.4548 ! 76.4548 : 2.2000e- ! ! 76.5097
' ' v 004, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0552 0.5330 0.3938 2.0900e- 0.1160 1.6800e- 0.1177 0.0315 1.5800e- 0.0331 218.3644 | 218.3644 0.0133 218.6957
003 003 003
3.3 Trenching - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.3126 ! 3.0392 ! 4.1544 v 6.2200e- ! ! 0.1622 ' 0.1622 ! v 0.1492 ! 0.1492 ! 601.7799 ! 601.7799 ! 0.1946 ! ! 606.6456
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.3126 3.0392 4.1544 6.2200e- 0.1622 0.1622 0.1492 0.1492 601.7799 | 601.7799 0.1946 606.6456

003
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3.3 Trenching - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 9 of 15

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : bt
Vendor : 0.5078 ! 0.1445 : 1.3200e- ! 0.0339 ! 1.1100e- : 0.0350 ! 9.7400e- : 1.0600e- ! 0.0108 ! 141.9097 ! 141.9097 : 0.0111 ! ! 142.1860
' ' v 003, v 003 » 003 , 003 , ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Worker : 0.0126 ! 0.1247 : 3.8000e- ! 0.0411 ! 2.8000e- : 0.0414 ! 0.0109 : 2.6000e- ! 0.0112 ! 38.2274 ! 38.2274 : 1.1000e- ! ! 38.2548
' ' v 004, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0356 0.5204 0.2691 1.7000e- 0.0749 1.3900e- 0.0763 0.0206 1.3200e- 0.0220 180.1370 | 180.1370 0.0122 180.4409
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 0.3126 ' 3.0392 * 4.1544 v 6.2200e- ! ! 0.1622 ' 0.1622 ! v 0.1492 ! 0.1492 0.0000 ! 601.7799 ! 601.7799 ! 0.1946 ! ! 606.6456
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.3126 3.0392 4.1544 6.2200e- 0.1622 0.1622 0.1492 0.1492 0.0000 601.7799 | 601.7799 0.1946 606.6456

003
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3.3 Trenching - 2021

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————— ———————n : ———— ey f———————— - R L
Vendor = (0.0159 + 05078 ' 0.1445 1 1.3200e- * 0.0339 1 1.1100e- * 0.0350 ' 9.7400e- * 1.0600e- * 0.0108 v 141.9097 v 141.9097 + 0.0111 v 142.1860
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
- ' ' v 003, 003 , 003 , o003 , ' ' ' ' '
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————— ———————n : ———— ey ———————— - R
Worker = (0.0196 *+ 0.0126 * 0.1247 1 3.8000e- * 0.0411  2.8000e- * 0.0414 + 0.0109 ' 2.6000e- * 0.0112 v 38.2274 v 38.2274 v 1.1000e- ' 38.2548
- ' : \ 004 . Vo004 : V004 . . : \ 003 . :
Total 0.0356 0.5204 0.2691 1.7000e- 0.0749 1.3900e- 0.0763 0.0206 1.3200e- 0.0220 180.1370 | 180.1370 0.0122 180.4409
003 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 00000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
" Unmitigated = 0.0000 1 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 & 0.0000 : 00000 : 0.0000 & 00000 : 00000 & 00000 = & 00000 : 00000 & 00000 : 70,0000 |
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
User Defined Industrial ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
User Defined Industrial . 9.50 ' 7.30 ' 7.30 . 0.00 ' 0.00 ' 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | oo | tora | o2 | mov | wHD1 | w2 | mHD | HHD | oBus | usus | wmcy | seus | wH
User Defined Industrial ~ * 0.598645: 0.040929* 0.181073' 0.106149' 0.015683' 0.005479: 0.016317: 0.023976' 0.001926* 0.001932' 0.006016' 0.000753' 0.001122

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Enerav Use: N
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5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
Mitigated : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- Y e e R M e S M S S M e M R e e g R R R R E m e e e e = = om o=
NaturalGas + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 - + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Unmitigated = . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
User Defined s 0 E- 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 + 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Industrial : :: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : ] ' ' '
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Mitigated
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
User Defined 1 0 E- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Industrial . i : : ' ' : ' . : . . : : :
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 1.0000e- + 0.0000 & 1.0000e- + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 v 2.2000e- + 2.2000e- * 0.0000 v 2.3000e-
- 005 . \ o004 . : ' : : : : . 004 | o004 : . 004
L1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- [ e e e S S e MR M e e S R e g W R R R R E m e e - - m e
Unmitigated = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = v 2.2000e- * 2.2000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.3000e-
- 005 . .004 : : . . . . . . 004 | o004 | . . 004
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.0000 1 ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating . : . . : . . : . : ' : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e - m———————— == a e
Consumer = (0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}

Products n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e e m————eg - m——————— - e e
Landscaping = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 1 2.2000e- + 2.2000e- * 0.0000 v 2.3000e-

o o005 . \ 004 . : : : : ' : . 004 , 004 : . 004
- 1
Total 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e - m——————— e a e
Consumer = (0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ¢ ' ' 0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - o - m——————— e e
Landscaping = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 2.2000e- * 2.2000e- * 0.0000 1 2.3000e-
= 005 v 004 | : ' : : ' : . 004 ; o004 | : 1 004
Total 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004

7.0 Water Detail
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Date

1 9/24/2020 5:10 PM

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline
San Diego County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 1.00 . User Defined Unit ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company
CO2 Intensity 0 CH4 Intensity 0 N20 Intensity 0
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use -

Construction Phase - Schedule based on rate of 80 feet per day
Off-road Equipment - Pipeline Installation Equipment

Off-road Equipment - Trenching Equipment

Trips and VMT - 5 truck trips per day per phase
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 0.00 64.00
"""" tiConstrucionPhase & " PhaseEndbae 12/31/2020 : T aoaa” T
"""" tiConstrucionPhase & " Phaseswnate - 1/1/2021 : V17 7
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.38 =038
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.38 =038
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.37 =037
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Excavators
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Generator Sets
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Twelders T
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OfRondEquipmentType 4 : T Excavators
R thlOffRoadEquipment HAR OffRoadEquipmentType : " Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 : 1
"""" biofReadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 2.00 : 0
""""" biTripsAndvMT T T VendorripNamber 0.00 :500
""""" biTripsAndvMT T T VendorripNamber 0.00 T e T

2.0 Emissions Summary
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 = 00414 1+ 0.3663 ' 0.4460 + 7.9000e- + 5.9700e- * 0.0176 + 0.0236 ' 1.6400e- + 0.0168 + 0.0184 0.0000 * 69.2983 ' 69.2983  0.0135 * 0.0000 ' 69.6367

- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 1 L} L} L}

u ' ' 004, 003 , ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' '

- 1
Maximum 0.0414 0.3663 0.4460 7.9000e- | 5.9700e- 0.0176 0.0236 1.6400e- 0.0168 0.0184 0.0000 69.2983 69.2983 0.0135 0.0000 69.6367

004 003 003

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2021 = 00414 1+ 03663 ' 0.4460 ' 7.9000e- + 59700e- * 0.0176 *+ 0.0236 * 1.6400e- ' 0.0168 ' 0.0184 0.0000 * 69.2983 ' 69.2983 ' 0.0135 * 0.0000 ' 69.6367
- L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1
u ' ' » 004 , 003 ' 003 ' ' ' ' ' '
Maximum 0.0414 0.3663 0.4460 7.9000e- | 5.9700e- 0.0176 0.0236 1.6400e- 0.0168 0.0184 0.0000 69.2983 69.2983 0.0135 0.0000 69.6367
004 003 003
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 1-1-2021 3-31-2021 0.3873 0.3873
2 4-1-2021 6-30-2021 0.0221 0.0221
Highest 0.3873 0.3873
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- ' 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- * 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 2.0000e-
n ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 005 , 005 , ' v 005
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———megy : ————— e m e o
Energy = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———b e m e ———egy : ————— e m e e
Mobile = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 '@ 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m e
Waste " ' ! ' ' ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m e o
Water " ' ! ' ' ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 2.0000e-
- ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 005 , 005 , ' 005
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Energy = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Mobile = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Water " ! ! ! ! ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 tPipeline Installation *Grading :1/8/2021 14/7/2021 ! 5! 64!
------- R T TP 5 } ! ! / -
2 = Trenching = Trenching 11/1/2021 13/31/2021 ! 5 64!
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: O;

Coating — sqgft)

OffRoad Equipment

Page 6 of 20

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Pipeline Installation *Excavators ! 1 6.00! 158! 0.38

Pipeline Installation fGenerator Sets T FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 5.001 B T 0.74

Pipeline Installation Welders T TTTTTTTTTTTTT FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 6.00! Ger T 0.45

Pipeline Installation Concrete/indusiral Saws e 5.001 BT 0.73

Trenching SExcavators T TTTTTTTTTT FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 6.00! T A 0.38

Trenching FraciorslLoadersBackhoes FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 6.00! g7 T 0.37

Pipeline Installation SRubber Tred Dozers ) 100! Sa7 T 0.40

F;i E)éli-n-e-laét-al-lz;t}o-n ---------- ;Tractors/Loaders/ Backhoes ; 1: 6.00 ; 97 ; ----------- 0 -:;7-

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Trenching . 2: 5.00; 5.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.30; 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT Mix IHHDT

Pipeline Instaliation & P 16.00: 5.00° 0.00: 10.80¢ 7.30§ 36,001 LD, Mix THOT Wi 'I-H:H-D:I' """

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Pipeline Installation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ' 00000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- ———————g - : R —— ——————q : ——— e eeaaa] R :
Off-Road = 0.0287 + 0.2350 + 0.2923 1 4.7000e- 1 v 0.0124 1 0.0124 ' 0.0119 + 0.0119 0.0000 '+ 40.1001 ' 40.1001 '+ 7.1700e- + 0.0000 * 40.2794
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
- ' ' v 004, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' v 003 '
Total 0.0287 0.2350 0.2923 | 4.7000e- | 0.0000 0.0124 0.0124 0.0000 0.0119 0.0119 0.0000 | 40.1001 | 40.1001 | 7.1700e- | 0.0000 | 40.2794
004 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2| cCH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 *: 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- o —— ——————eq : . ——————q : ——— e e eaaa] - :
Vendor = 4.9000e- ' 0.0164  4.3800e- ' 4.0000e- ' 1.0600e- ' 3.0000e- ' 1.1000e- * 3.1000e- ' 3.0000e- '+ 3.4000e- # 0.0000 + 4.1830 ' 4.1830 ' 3.1000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.1908
o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ o004 :
---------------- : ——————q : . . : ——— e eaan] f——————eq :
Worker 1.1100e- * 7.9000e- ¢ 7.9900e- ' 2.0000e- ! 2.5700e- ! 2.0000e- ! 2.5800e- ' 6.8000e- ! 2.0000e- ! 7.0000e- § 0.0000 @ 2.2417 '+ 2.2417 ! 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ‘' 2.2433
- 003 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , ©005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 1.6000e- | 0.0172 0.0124 | 6.0000e- | 3.6300e- | 5.0000e- | 3.6800e- | 9.9000e- | 5.0000e- | 1.0400e- | 0.0000 6.4247 6.4247 | 3.7000e- | 0.0000 6.4341
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 003 004
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ' 00000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- ———————g - : R —— ——————q : ——— e eeaaa] R :
Off-Road = 0.0287 + 0.2350 + 0.2923 1 4.7000e- 1 v 0.0124 1 0.0124 ' 0.0119 + 0.0119 0.0000 '+ 40.1001 ' 40.1001 '+ 7.1700e- + 0.0000 * 40.2793
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
- ' ' v 004, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' v 003 '
Total 0.0287 0.2350 0.2923 | 4.7000e- | 0.0000 0.0124 0.0124 0.0000 0.0119 0.0119 0.0000 | 40.1001 | 40.1001 | 7.1700e- | 0.0000 | 40.2793
004 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2| cCH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 *: 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- o —— ——————eq : . ——————q : ——— e e eaaa] - :
Vendor = 4.9000e- ' 0.0164  4.3800e- ' 4.0000e- ' 1.0600e- ' 3.0000e- ' 1.1000e- * 3.1000e- ' 3.0000e- '+ 3.4000e- # 0.0000 + 4.1830 ' 4.1830 ' 3.1000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.1908
o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ o004 :
---------------- : ——————q : . . : ——— e eaan] f——————eq :
Worker 1.1100e- * 7.9000e- ¢ 7.9900e- ' 2.0000e- ! 2.5700e- ! 2.0000e- ! 2.5800e- ' 6.8000e- ! 2.0000e- ! 7.0000e- § 0.0000 @ 2.2417 '+ 2.2417 ! 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ‘' 2.2433
- 003 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , ©005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 1.6000e- | 0.0172 0.0124 | 6.0000e- | 3.6300e- | 5.0000e- | 3.6800e- | 9.9000e- | 5.0000e- | 1.0400e- | 0.0000 6.4247 6.4247 | 3.7000e- | 0.0000 6.4341
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 003 004
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 0.0100 * 0.0973 + 0.1329 1 2.0000e- + + 5.1900e- 1 5.1900e- 1 v 4.7800e- + 4.7800e- & 0.0000 + 17.4696 + 17.4696 1 5.6500e- ' 0.0000 ' 17.6109
- . . \ 004 ) \ 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 : : y 003 | .
Total 0.0100 0.0973 0.1329 | 2.0000e- 5.1900e- | 5.1900e- 4.7800e- | 4.7800e- | 0.0000 | 17.4696 | 17.4696 | 5.6500e- | 0.0000 | 17.6109
004 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 *: 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- o —— ——————eq : . ——————q : ——— e e eaaa] - :
Vendor = 4.9000e- ' 00164 ! 4.3800e- ' 4.0000e- ! 1.0600e- ! 3.0000e- ! 1.1000e- ! 3.1000e- ! 3.0000e- ' 3.4000e- § 0.0000 ' 4.1830 @ 4.1830 ! 3.1000e- * 0.0000 * 4.1908
o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 004 .
---------------- : . : ——————q ——————q : ——— e eaan] - :
Worker 5.6000e- ! 4.0000e- ! 4.0000e- ! 1.0000e- ! 1.2800e- ' 1.0000e- ! 1.2900e- * 3.4000e- ! 1.0000e- * 3.5000e- § 0.0000 : 11208 + 11208 ' 3.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 1.1216
- 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , ©00O5 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 1.0500e- | 0.0168 | 8.3800e- | 5.0000e- | 2.3400e- | 4.0000e- | 2.3900e- | 6.5000e- | 4.0000e- | 6.9000e- | 0.0000 5.3039 5.3039 | 3.4000e- | 0.0000 5.3124
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

3.3 Trenching - 2021
Mitigated Construction On-Site
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 0.0100 * 0.0973 + 0.1329 1 2.0000e- + + 5.1900e- 1 5.1900e- 1 v 4.7800e- + 4.7800e- & 0.0000 + 17.4696 + 17.4696 1 5.6500e- ' 0.0000 ' 17.6109
- . . \ 004 ) \ 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 : : y 003 | .
Total 0.0100 0.0973 0.1329 | 2.0000e- 5.1900e- | 5.1900e- 4.7800e- | 4.7800e- | 0.0000 | 17.4696 | 17.4696 | 5.6500e- | 0.0000 | 17.6109
004 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 *: 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- o —— ——————eq : . ——————q : ——— e e eaaa] - :
Vendor = 4.9000e- ' 00164 ! 4.3800e- ' 4.0000e- ! 1.0600e- ! 3.0000e- ! 1.1000e- ! 3.1000e- ! 3.0000e- ' 3.4000e- § 0.0000 ' 4.1830 @ 4.1830 ! 3.1000e- * 0.0000 * 4.1908
o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 004 .
---------------- : . : ——————q ——————q : ——— e eaan] - :
Worker 5.6000e- ! 4.0000e- ! 4.0000e- ! 1.0000e- ! 1.2800e- ' 1.0000e- ! 1.2900e- * 3.4000e- ! 1.0000e- * 3.5000e- § 0.0000 : 11208 + 11208 ' 3.0000e- + 0.0000 ' 1.1216
- 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , ©00O5 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 :
Total 1.0500e- | 0.0168 | 8.3800e- | 5.0000e- | 2.3400e- | 4.0000e- | 2.3900e- | 6.5000e- | 4.0000e- | 6.9000e- | 0.0000 5.3039 5.3039 | 3.4000e- | 0.0000 5.3124
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

ROG NOx (6{0) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- T T e T T e T T T T L T T e e LR
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 . 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
User Defined Industrial ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
User Defined Industrial . 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 ' 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use MH

User Defined Industrial

0.598645% 0.040929' 0.181073! 0.106149 0.015683! 0.005479' 0.016317: 0.023976' 0.001926' 0.001932! 0.006016: 0.000753! 0.001122

| LDA | LDT1 | LDT2 | MDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MHD | HHD | OBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS |
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Unmitigated

ROG NOx (6{0) S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity - ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Miigated . : : : : : : : : : : : : : :
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - maan) ———————n : N
Electricity Ll ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Unmitigated & : . : : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : N
NaturalGas = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000
Miigated . : : : : : : : : : : : : : :
L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- e e e = F E N e - - - - s - - - = - === === =
NaturalGas - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 0 5- 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Industrial :: : : : : : : . : : : :
y '
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
User Defined 0 E- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Industrial :: ' ' ' ' ' ' : ' ' ' '
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
User Defined 1 0 & 00000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Industrial . i : : .
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Electricity | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTl/yr
User Defined 1 0 :- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Industrial . i : . '
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- * 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 2.0000e-
" ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 005 , 005 ' v 005
R ETERLLE emeeo- T T e mm———- e T - e Tt TEPY Fmmmnee Femmnne e T PRI
Unmitigated = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 +* 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 2.0000e-
- . . 005 : : . . . . . . 005 | 005 | . . 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : - : : ————— e m e e
Consumer = 0.0000 1 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . : ' : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B ot : fm—— - - e a
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 2.0000e-
o : V005 . : ' : : : : . 005 ; 005 : . 005
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Consumer = (0.0000 1 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products - . . . . . . : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : e R - fm—— - - e e
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 1 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 1 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 2.0000e-
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 005 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 005 1 005 1] 1] L} 005
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- : : :
----------- B = == = e = == === = = ===
Unmitigated = 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Out | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
User Defined + 0/0 &

Industrial

0.0000 ! 0.0000 !

0.0000 ! 0.0000

Total

0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Page 17 of 20

Date: 9/24/2020 5:16 PM
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
User Defined '+ 0/0 :- 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Industrial . i . . .
[0 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Mitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : :
----------- B = == = e == ————p = = == ==
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
User Defined 1 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Industrial . i : . .
[0 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
User Defined 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Industrial . i : . :
b
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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RBW 04.06 - Gopher Canyon Pipeline - San Diego County, Annual

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year

Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation




Appendix B

Biological Resources Letter Report



















































































































































Appendix C

Cultural Resources Survey




























































































https://bonsallchamber.wildapricot.org/History-of-Bonsall
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1992-10-29-nc-693-story.html
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1992-10-29-nc-693-story.html



https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-james-bonsall-house-holds-history-comforts-of-home-2007jun17-story.html
https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-james-bonsall-house-holds-history-comforts-of-home-2007jun17-story.html






http://www.historicaerials.com/



http://tchester.org/znet/fallbrook/history/memories/rancho_monserate.html
https://sandiegohistory.org/archives/biographysubject/timeline/1880-1899/
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Appendix D

Construction Noise Modeling Outputs












Reference @

50 ft.
Ordinance . Measured [ Noise Levels Ordinance [Distance to
.. Noise Levels ) . . .
Limits (dBA Leq) Distance | at Distance Limit (dBA | Ordinance
(Hours) g (ft) (dBA Leq) Leq) Limit (ft.)
N/A 82.2|# 115.1 83.1 75| 114.2
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